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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF 


@@p  AGRICULTURE 


GRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 
PESTICIDES  REGULATION  DIVISION 

ES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  FEDERAL  INSECTICIDE, 
FUNGICIDE,  AND  RODENTICIDE  ACT 

Nos.  352-371 


The  following  notices  of  judgment  relate  to  cases  arising  in  the  United  States 
District  Courts  and  are  approved  for  publication  as  provided  in  section  6  of  the 
Federal  Insecticide  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  (7  U.S.C.  135) . 

B.  T.  Shaw 
Administrator,  Agricultural  Research  Service 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  19, 1962 

352.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  label  and  misbranding 
of  "ACME  BRAND  MOSQUITO  AND  MOLE  KILLER."  U.S.  v.  49  cases, 
more  or  less,  each  containing  6  boxes,  of  "ACME  BRAND  MOSQUITO 
AND  MOLE  KILLER."  Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release 
under  bond.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  409.     I.D.  No.  39623.) 

The  product,  "ACME  BRAND  MOSQUITO  AND  MOLE  KILLER,"  was  not 
registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An 
examination  of  the  product  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of 
the  product  did  not  bear  a  statement  giving  the  name  and  address  of  the 
manufacturer,  registrant,  or  person  for  whom  the  product  was  manufactured 
or  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 
The  labels  also  failed  to  bear  an  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  August  7,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  Eastern  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation 
and  confiscation  of  49  cases,  more  or  less,  each  containing  6  boxes,  of  "ACME 
BRAND  MOSQUITO  AND  MOLE  KILLER,"  at  River  Grove,  111.,  alleging  that 
the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on 
or  about  September  12,  1960,  by  Tri-State  Manufacturing  Co.,  Inc.,  from  Love- 
land,  Ohio,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  content. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
bear  a  statement  giving  the  name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant, 
or  person  for  whom  the  product  was  manufactured. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the 
active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients, 
or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each 
of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each 
present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients. 
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Tri-State  Manufacturing  Co.,  Inc.,  Loveland,  Ohio,  claimed  ownership  of  the 
product  and  requested  its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  having  same 
relabeled  so  as  to  read  on  said  label  "SMOKE  POT,"  and  thus  removing  the 
product  from  under  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act.  On  August  23,  1961,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered, 
and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

353.  Misbranding  of  "ONCRETE  POOL-GARD  THE  SWIMMING  POOL  PAINT 
THAT   PROTECTS   AGAINST   GERMS   AND   BACTERIA"    and   "ON- 
CRETE  GERM-RID   THE   CONCRETE   FLOOR   PAINT    THAT   PRO- 
TECTS AGAINST  GERMS  AND   BACTERIA."     U.S.  v.  20  one-gallon 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "ONCRETE  POOL-GARD  THE  SWIMMING 
POOL  PAINT  THAT  PROTECTS  AGAINST  GERMS  AND  BACTERIA" 
and  15  one-gallon  containers  and  11  one-quart  containers,  more  or  less, 
of  "ONCRETE   GERM-RID  THE  CONCRETE   FLOOR  PAINT  THAT 
PROTECTS  AGAINST  GERMS  AND  BACTERIA."    Consent  decree  of 
condemnation  and  release  under  bond.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  404.     I.D.  Nos. 
39280,  39281.) 
An  examination  of  the  products,  "ONCRETE  POOL-GARD  THE  SWIMMING 
POOL  PAINT  THAT  PROTECTS  AGAINST  GERMS  AND  BACTERIA"  and 
"ONCRETE  GERM-RID  THE  CONCRETE  FLOOR  PAINT  THAT  PROTECTS 
AGAINST  GERMS  AND  BACTERIA,"  showed  that  its  labeling  bore  statements 
which  were  false  and  misleading. 

On  August  17,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  tbe  District  of  Nebraska, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  tbe  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  20 
one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "ONCRETE  POOL-GARD  THE  SWIM- 
MING POOL  PAINT  THAT  PROTECTS  AGAINST  GERMS  AND  BACTERIA" 
and  15  one-gallon  containers  and  11  one-quart  containers,  more  or  less,  of 
"ONCRETE  GERM-RID  THE  CONCRETE  FLOOR  PAINT  THAT  PROTECTS 
AGAINST  GERMS  AND  BACTERIA,"  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic 
poisons  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  February  5,  1960,  by 
Oncrete  Products  Company,  from  Port  Byron,  111.,  in  violation  of  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product.  "ONCRETE  POOL-GARD  THE  SWIMMING 
POOL  PAINT  THAT  PROTECTS  AGAINST  GERMS  AND  BACTERIA,"  was 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  state- 
ments : 

(Container  label) 

"ONCRETE 

POOL-GARD 

THE 

SWIMMING  POOL 

PAINT 

THAT  PROTECTS 

AGAINST  GERMS 

AND  BACTERIA 

*     *     * 

POOL-GARD 

TRADE  MARK 

GENERAL  USES 

POOL-GARD  has  been  formulated  to  provide  a  rugged  protection  and  decorative 
coating  for  concrete  surfaces  of  swimming  pools,  and  at  the  same  time,  to  afford 
maximum  growth-preventing  action  against  bacteria  and  fungi. 
Due  to  its  unique  qualities,  tests  demonstrate  that  surfaces  painted  with  POOL- 
GARD  exhibit  a  high  degree  of  resistance  to  bacterial  and  fungus  growths  per- 
mitting or  affording  protection  against  germs.  POOL-GARD  incorporates  one 
of  the  most  permanent  germicides  available  today.  It  effectively  combats  the 
fungi  formation  known  as  mildew.  When  applied  to  concrete,  it  will  reduce  the 
chances  for  contacting  infections,  such  as  athlete's  foot  and  ringworm. 
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This  coating  is  designed  to  give  maximum  alkali,  water  and  abrasion  resistance. 
This  is  a  breather  type  of  paint  and  therefore  it  should  not  flake  off. 

*     *     * 

DIRECTIONS 

POOL-GARD  should  be  used  as  furnished.  Surfaces  must  be  cleaned  thoroughly 
by  removing  all  wax,  dirt,  grease,  oil,  soap  or  any  other  type  corrosive  material. 
Be  sure  to  scrape  off  all  loose  paint,  etc.  Surface  then  should  be  allowed  to  dry 
before  applying  a  coat  of  POOL-GARD. 

POOL-GARD  will  dry  in  about  thirty  minutes ;  however,  for  best  results  allow 
forty-eight  hours  of  drying  before  subjecting  to  severe  service. 

*     *     *" 
(Folder  "ONCRETE  POOL-GARD") 

"ONCRETE 
POOL-GARD 

The  Swimming  Pool  Paint  that 
Germ-Proofs  All  Concrete  Surfaces 
SELF  DISINFECTS  YOUR 
SWIMMING  POOL  WALLS 
FOR  THE  FIRST  TIME  IN  A  SWIMMING 
POOL  PAINT!     Here's  a  revolutionary 
NEW  IDEA  in  swimming  pool  paint.     A 
completely  new  and  scientific  paint  for- 
mulation that  actually  kills  germs  and 
bacteria,   retards  bacterial  slime,  inhibits 
growth  of  fungi,  provides  the  safe  sani- 
tation for  swimming  pools  never  available 
before. 

NOTE :  Due  to  the  protective  germi- 
cidal additive  used  in  POOL-GARD 
Moon  White  is  an  Off-White. 

PROTECTS 
YOUR  HEALTH 

HEALTH  PROTECTION  FOR  YOUR  CHIL- 
DREN, YOURSELF,  YOUR  GUESTS.     Now, 
thanks  to  POOL-GARD,  you  can  provide 
your  children,  yourself  and  others  with 
this  important  protective  safeguard.     POOL- 
GARD  gives  the  concrete  surfaces  of  your 
pool  a  rugged  protective  and  decorative 
coating  of  colorful  beauty.     POOL-GARD 
resists  alkali,  water  and  abrasion  and 
contains  the  most  permanent  germicide 
available.     It  actually  makes  these  sur- 
faces self  disinfecting. 

ELIMINATES 
BACTERIAL  SLIME 

NOW  YOU  CAN  BE  SURE  OF  SELF  SANI- 
TATION.    POOL-GARD  is  new,  different, 
superior.     Its  multiple  action  affords  growth- 
preventing  and  killing  action  against  germs 
and  bacteria.     It  kills  the  fungi  known  as 
mildew.     Its  permanent  germicide  affords 
concentrated  germ  killing  power  so  impor- 
tant to  yourself  and  family.    Yet,  POOL-GARD 
IS  SAFE  IN  APPLICATION;  HARM- 
LESS IN  CONSTANT  CONTACT  AND 
NON-TOXIC.     YOU  CANNOT  AFFORD 
TO  BE  WITHOUT  ITS  SAFE  PROTECTION. 
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NOW    POOL-GARD    GERM-PROOFS    ALL    CONCRETE     SURFACES    AND 
GIVES   A  TRULY  BEAUTIFUL  PROTECTIVE  FINISH 

(1)    SO  EASY  TO  APPLY  (2)   DRIES  FAST 

POOL-GARD  CAN  BE  APPLIED  POOL-GARD  dries  to  touch  in  30 
WITH  BRUSH,  ROLLER  OR  minutes.  (For  best  results  allow  48 
SPRAY.  hours    before    subjecting    to    severe 

service. ) 
(3)    GIVES    LONG    LASTING  (4)   POOL-GARD  is  NOT  EXTREME- 

SERVICE  LY    high    gloss.     It   produces   a 

POOL-GARD    is    a    'Breather'    type  coating  that  is  less  slippery  when 

paint,   therefore  it  should   not   flake  wet  ...  AN    ADDED     SAFETY 

off.  FACTOR  !  (Comes  in  4  beautiful 

colors  and  white.) 

(5)   POOL-GARD  gives  germ  killing 
protection  on  any  concrete 
wall  surface. 


(Folder  "WHAT  THE  "     *     *     * 

PAINTING  CONTRACTOR  GERM-PROOFING  QUALITIES:  POOL- 
SHOULD  KNOW  ABOUT  GARDS'  germ-proofing  qualities  are  govern- 
POOL-GARD  .  .  .")                       ment   tested   and   will    combat   and   control 

bacterial  slime.  This  slime  is  a  perpetual 
problem  in  most  swimming  pools  and  is  easily 
mistaken  for  algae.  Algae  can  be  controlled 
by  water  soluble  chemicals  thrown  onto  the 
water. 

*  *     *" 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented 
that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  (1)  would  kill  all  germs  and  bacteria, 
(2)  would  provide  pool  wall  surfaces  that  are  permanently  germicidal,  self- 
sanitizing,  and  self-disinfecting,  (3)  would  give  germ  killing  protection  to  all 
concrete  wall  surfaces,  (4)  would  provide  safe  sanitation  for  swimming  pools, 
and  (5)  could  be  relied  upon  to  act  as  a  safeguard  to  protect  the  health  of 
children  and  other  occupants  of  swimming  pools;  whereas,  the  product,  when 
used  as  directed,  (1)  would  not  kill  all  germs  and  bacteria,  (2)  would  not 
provide  pool  wall  surfaces  that  are  permanently  germicidal,  self-sanitizing,  or 
self -disinfecting,  (3)  would  not  give  germ  killing  protection  to  all  concrete  wall 
surfaces,  (4)  would  not  provide  safe  sanitation  for  swimming  pools,  and  (5) 
could  not  be  relied  upon  to  act  as  a  safe-guard  to  protect  the  health  of  children 
or  other  occupants  of  swimming  pools. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "ONCRETE  GERM-RID  THE  CONCRETE 
FLOOR  PAINT  THAT  PROTECTS  AGAINST  GERMS  AND  BACTERIA,"  was 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  state- 
ments : 
(Container  label) 

"ONCRETE 

G  E  R  M  -  R  I  D 

THE 

CONCRETE  FLOOR 

PAINT 

THAT  PROTECTS 

AGAINST  GERMS 

AND  BACTERIA 

*  *     * 

G  E  R  M  -  R  I  D 
GENERAL  USAGE 

GERM-RID  has  been  formulated  to  provide  a  rugged  protective  and  decorative 
coating  for  concrete  surfaces,  and  at  the  same  time,  afford  maximum  growth- 
preventing  action  against  bacteria  and  fungi.  Due  to  its  unique  qualities,  tests 
demonstrate  that  surfaces  painted  with  GERM-RID  exhibit  a  high  degree  of 


352-371]  NOTICES    OF    JUDGMENT  279 

resistance  to  bacterial  and  fungus  growths  permitting  germicidal  protection. 
GERM-RID  incorporates  one  of  the  most  permanent  germicides  available  today. 
It  effectively  combats  the  fungi  formation  known  as  mildew.  When  applied 
to  concrete,  it  will  reduce  the  chances  for  contacting  infections,  such  as  athlete's 
foot  and  ringworm. 

*  *     * 

DIRECTIONS 

PREPARATION :  Where  mildew  conditions  exist  on  the  surface  to  be  painted, 
wash  completely  with  a  solution  consisting  of  one  pound  of  trisodium 
phosphate  to  the  gallon  of  warm  water  in  order  to  definitely  remove  all 
traces  of  mildew.  Then  thoroughly  rinse  the  surface  with  clear  water  and 
allow  to  dry. 

FOR  HOME  USE: 

UNPAINTED  CONCRETE  FLOORS  AND  PATIOS 

Such  surfaces  must  be  cleaned  thoroughly  by  removing  all  wax,  dirt,  grease, 
oil,  soap  or  any  other  type  corrosive  materials.  Surface  then  should  be 
allowed  to  dry  before  applying  a  first  coat  of  ON  CRETE  PRIMER  (which 
eliminates  acid  cleaning).  The  finish  colored  coat  of  GERM-RID  may  be 
applied  6  to  8  hours  after  using  ONCRETE  PRIMER,  however,  it  must  be 
applied  within  48  hours.  The  finish  colored  coat  should  be  allowed  to  dry 
for  24  hours  before  using. 

FOR  INDUSTRIAL  USE: 

UNPAINTED  CONCRETE  FLOORS 

Clean  floor  area  thoroughly  with  Sani-Flush,  muriatic  acid  or  zinc  sulphate 

wash.     Sani-Flush  treatment  is  recommended  as  follows  : 

Wet   floor  area,   completely — Sprinkle   Sani-Flush  evenly  over  wetted 

area — Swish  broom  across  this  area  to  distribute  Sani-Flush  evenly  and 

work  it  into  concrete — Allow  to  stand  a  minimum  of  30  minutes  and 

rinse  thoroughly  with  clean  water.     Allow  to  dry. 

Apply  coat  of  ONCRETE  PRIMER  as  it  comes  from  can  or  colored  GERM-RID 

thinned  one  pint  of  ONCRETE  THINNER  to  gallon.     Follow  with  finish  colored 

coat    (as  it  comes  from  can).     If  ONCRETE  PRIMER  is  used  as  first  coat, 

apply  finish  coat  within  6  to  48  hours.     If  GERM-RID  is  thinned  for  first  coat, 

finish  coat  may  be  applied  any  time  after  6  hours,  if  normal  drying  conditions 

exist. 

FOR  PREVIOUSLY  PAINTED  FLOORS: 

Remove  all  loose  paint,  dirt,  wax,  grease,  oil  or  other  corrosive  elements 
preferably  with  Sani-Flush  wash  as  noted  above.  Apply  one  or  two  coats 
of  GERM-RID  as  described. 

FOR  PAINTING  METAL: 

Metal  must  be  completely  clean — -remove  all  loose  rust  and  old  paint  before 
applying  one  or  two  coats  of  GERM-RID  as  needed. 

USE  ONLY  ONCRETE  THINNER  OR  PURE  GUM  TURPENTINE  FOR 

THINNING  GERM-RID  OR  FOR  CLEANING  BRUSHES. 

ALWAYS  STIR  BEFORE  USING. 

*  *     *» 

(Folder)  "SPREAD  HEALTH" 

On  Concrete  Floors   in  Minutes 

with 

GERM-RID 

TRADE  MARK 
FOR  HOME,  PAINT 

INSTITUTION,  AND 

AND  INDUSTRY  APPLICATOR 

Continuous  Protection  From  One  Application 

*     *     * 

NOW!     A    PAINT    THAT 

PROTECTS  CONCRETE  FLOORS 

AGAINST 

GERMS  and  BACTERIA 

GERM-RID 
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PREVENTATIVE™  Guard   against  the   formation  and  growth  of  bacteria ; 

prevent  reinfection. 
CONCENTRATED—  100%  Killing  power  for  fungi  such  as  those  that  cause 

athlete's  foot  and  ringworm. 
PERMANENT The    most    permanent    germicide    available    is    used    in 

GERM-RID. 

CONSTANT Anti-bacterial  properties  while  the  paint  film  is  intact, 

NON-TOXIC Safe  in  application ;  harmless  in  constant  contact. 

LABORATORY  Scientific  proof  that  concrete  floors  can  be  made  self-dis- 

TESTED.  infecting,  far  safer  than  ever  before. 

BEAUTY  and  Four  outstanding  colors  give  colorful  beauty  and  health 

PROTECTION.  protection  against  bacteria. 

*  *     * 

The  makers  of  ONCRETE  bring  you  a  new  concept  in  concrete  paint. 
New  GERM-RID  makes  your  concrete  floors  actively  germicidal.  Its 
multiple  action  affords  growth-preventing  and  killing  action  against  bacteria 
and  germs.  GERM-RID's  permanent  germicide  affords  concentrated  germ 
killing  power.     Homes  and  public  buildings  can  now  have  safe  sanitation 

never  available  before. 

*  *     * 

Here  are  the  FACTS  as  recorded  by  a  world  renowned  testing  laboratory. 
HILLTOP  RESEARCH  INSTITUTE,  INC. 

'Our  tests  demonstrate  that  surfaces  painted  with  GERM-RID  exhibit  self- 
disinfecting  properties  with  respect  to  the  three  representative  test  organisms 
used,   namely : 

1.  Micrococcus  pyogenes  (External  bacteria) 

2.  Escherichia  coli   (Internal  bacteria) 

3.  Trichophyton  interdigitale   (Fungi  of  athlete's  foot-ringworm) 

'This  germ  killing  action  should  provide  a  beneficial  effect,  especially  on 
surfaces  where  it  is  difficult  or  uneconomic  to  apply  disinfectant  solutions. 

'GERM-RID  imparts  anti-bacterial  activity  to  the  painted  surfaces  with 
respect  to  the  test  organisms.  It  not  only  inhibits  their  growth  and  multi- 
plication, but  also  causes  a  marked  KILLING  effect.' 

*  *     *>> 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented 
that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  (1)  would  provide  permanently  germi- 
cidal, actively  germicidal,  and  self -disinfecting  floors,  (2)  would  provide  con- 
tinuous health  protection  against  bacteria,  (3)  would  kill  all  germs,  and  (4) 
would  prevent  reinfections;  whereas,  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  (1) 
would  not  provide  permanently  germicidal,  actively  germicidal,  or  self-disinfect- 
ing floors,  (2)  would  not  provide  continuous  healthy  protection  against  bacteria, 
(3)  would  not  kill  all  germs,  and  (4)  would  not  prevent  reinfection. 

Oncrete  Products  Co.,  Port  Byron,  111.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  products  and 
requested  their  release  since  the  products  had  been  brought  into  compliance  with 
the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  October  13, 
1961,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  products 
be  released  to  the  claimant. 

354.  Lack  of  registration  of  "CONCENTRATED  AROFECT  DISINFECTANT." 
U.S.  v.  27  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "CONCENTRATED 
AROFECT  DISINFECTANT."  Default  decree  of  condemnation  and  for- 
feiture, and  release  of  the  product  to  the  Toledo  Community  Chest, 
Toledo,  Ohio.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  418.     I.D.  No.  40512.) 

The  product,  "CONCENTRATED  AROFECT  DISINFECTANT,"  was  not 
registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  November  2.  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Ohio,  Western  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation 
and  confiscation  of  27  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "CONCENTRATED 
AROFECT  DISINFECTANT,"  at  Toledo,  Ohio,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an 
economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  August  11, 
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1961,  by  the  Arrow  Chemical  Products,  Inc.,  from  Detroit,  Mich.,  in  violation 
of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  November  30,  1961,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  release 
the  product  to  the  Toledo  Community  Chest,  without  cost,  for  their  use. 

355.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  label,  and  misbranding 

of  "KELLERMEYER  CHEMICAL  CO.  MASTER  PINE  OIL  DISIN- 
FECTANT." U.S.  v.  25  one-gallon  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "KELLER- 
MEYER  CHEMICAL  CO.  MASTER  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT."  De- 
fault decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture,  and  release  of  the  product 
to  the  Toledo  Community  Chest,  Toledo,  Ohio.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  419.  I.D. 
No.  40517.) 

The  product,  "KELLERMEYER  CHEMICAL  CO.  MASTER  PINE  OIL 
DISINFECTANT,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide, 
and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product  showed  that  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or 
measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers,  an  ingredient  statement,  or  directions 
for  use. 

On  November  1,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  Western  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation 
and  confiscation  of  25  one-gallon  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "KELLERMEYER 
CHEMICAL  CO.  MASTER  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT,"  at  Toledo,  Ohio, 
alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported 
interstate,  on  or  about  August  1,  1961,  by  Arrow  Chemical  Products,  Inc.,  from 
Detroit,  Mich.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the 
act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  state- 
ment of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  state- 
ment giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together 
with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the 
descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification, 
together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  did  not  contain  directions  for  use  which  are  neces- 
sary and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  for  the  protection  of  the  public. 

On  November  30,  1961,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forefeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
release  the  product  to  the  Toledo  Community  Chest,  without  cost,  for  their  use. 

356.  Lack  of  registration  of  "PELCO  INSECTICIDES  ENDRIN  AND   DDT 

EMULSION"  and  "PELCO  INSECTICIDES  14-7  TOXAPHENE  DDT 
DUST."  U.S.  v.  7  one-gallon  jugs,  more  or  less,  of  "PELCO  INSECTI- 
CIDES ENDRIN  AND  DDT  EMULSION"  and  9  fifty-pound  bags  and  10 
twenty-five-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "PELCO  INSECTICIDES  14-7 
TOXAPHENE  DDT  DUST."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture, 
and  destruction.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  407.     I.D.  Nos.  40217,  40218.) 

The  products,  "PELCO  INSECTICIDES  ENDRIN  AND  DDT  EMULSION" 
and  "PELCO  INSECTICIDES  14-7  TOXAPHENE  DDT  DUST,"  were  not  regis- 
tered under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  July  31,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Vir- 
ginia, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  7  one-gallon  jugs,  more  or  less,  of  "PELCO  INSECTICIDES  ENDRIN  AND 
DDT  EMULSION"  and  9  fifty-pound  bags  and  10  twenty-five-pound  bags,  more 
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or  less,  of  "PELCO  INSECTICIDES  14-7  TOXAPHENE  DDT  DUST,"  at  South 
Hill,  Va.,  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  trans- 
ported interstate,  on  or  about  May  29,  1961,  by  W.  R.  Peele  Company,  Inc.,  from 
Clayton,  N.C.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  September  20, 1961,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
destroy  the  products. 

357.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "NO-RUB  FOR  GLASS."  U.S.  v. 
1,413  one-pint  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "NO-RUB  FOR  GLASS." 
Default  decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  396. 
I.D.  No.  38681.) 

The  product,  "NO-RUB  FOR  GLASS,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  and  the  labels  affixed  to  the  con- 
tainers of  the  product  bore  false  or  misleading  statements. 

On  May  18,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  1,413 
one-pint  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "NO-RUB  FOR  GLASS,"  at  Boston,  Mass., 
alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported 
interstate,  on  or  about  April  11,  1961  and  April  20,  1961,  by  Wilbert  Products 
Co.,  Inc.,  from  New  York,  N.  Y.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statements  : 

"No-rub 

FOR 
GLASS 

the 
GLASS 

and 

METAL 

CLEANER 

NEW! 
GERM  PROOFS 
AS  IT  CLEANS 

*  *     * 

DISINFECTS  TOO : 

*  *     * 

FOLLOW  THESE  SIMPLE  DIRECTIONS 
WILBERT  "NO-RUB"  FOR  GLASS  cleans,  polishes  and  disinfects  all 
glass  and  metal  surfaces  without  hard  rubbing.  Simply  wipe  "No-Rub" 
For  Glass  on  the  surface  to  be  cleaned,  allow  it  to  dry  for  a  few  seconds, 
then  wipe  off  with  a  clean  DRY  cloth.  All  dirt,  stains,  tarnish  and  film 
come  off  as  if  by  magic  !  A  cellulose  sponge  is  most  convenient  to  use  on 
windows  and  mirrors.  On  silverware  and  other  metals  a  soft  cloth 
should  be  used. 

*     *     *» 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented 
that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  disinfect  all  glass  and  metal 
surfaces;  whereas,  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  all 
glass  or  metal  surfaces. 

On  June  12,  1961,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  give  said 
article  to  a  public  or  charitable  institution  for  use,  and  not  for  sale,  with  a  state- 
ment that  the  article  is  a  cleaner  but  not  a  disinfectant. 
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358.  Misbranding  of  "RIVERDALE  BACK  RUBBER  SOLUTION."     U.S.  v.  7 

five-gallon  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "RIVERDALE  BACK  RUBBER  SOLU- 
TION." Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction. 
(I.F.  &  R.  No.  415.     I.D.  No.  39634.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "RIVERDALE  BACK  RUBBER  SOLUTION," 
showed  that  it  contained  an  ingredient  not  named  in  the  ingredient  statement 
aud  that  when  used  as  directed  or  in  accordance  with  commonly  recognized  prac- 
tice, the  product  would  he  injurious  to  living  man  or  other  vertebrate  animals. 

On  October  9,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Wisconsin,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  7  five-gallon  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "RIVERDALE  BACK  RUBBER 
SOLUTION,"  at  Platteville,  Wis.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic 
poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  July  6,  1961,  by  the 
Riverdale  Chemical  Company  from  Chicago  Heights,  111.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labeling  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  state- 
ment within  the  meaning  of  the  act  since  the  product  contained  an  active  in- 
gredient, namely  aldrin,  which  was  not  set  forth  in  the  ingredient  statement  on 
the  labeling. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  in  that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed  or  in  accordance  with  com- 
monly recognized  practice,  would  be  injurious  to  living  man  or  other  vertebrate 
animals. 

On  November  6,  1961,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

359.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "VERISHEEN  WITH  GERMI- 

CIDE." U.S.  v.  one  drum  containing  fifty-five  gallons,  more  or  less,  of 
"VERISHEEN  WITH  GERMICIDE."  Consent  decree  of  condemnation 
and  release  under  bond.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  406.     I.D.  No.  40113.) 

The  product,  "VERISHEEN  WITH  GERMICIDE,"  was  not  registered  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  bore  statements  which  were  false  or  misleading. 

On  July  28,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Maine, 
Southern  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and 
confiscation  of  one  drum  containing  fifty-five  gallons,  more  or  less,  of  "VERI- 
SHEEN WITH  GERMICIDE,"  at  Augusta,  Maine,  alleging  that  the  product  was 
an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  March  17, 
1961,  by  The  Veritas  Company,  Inc.,  from  Medway,  Mass.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  label  stated  in  part : 

"*     *     * 

VERISHEEN 

WITH 
GERMICIDE 

*     *     * 

DIRECTIONS  FOR  USE:  For  general  light  cleaning  of  walls,  floors, 
furniture,  etc.,  use  a  dilution  y2  oz.  of  Verisheen  w/Germicide  per  gallon  of 
water. 

For  disinfection  and  deodorization  of  floors,  walls,  furniture,  etc.,  use  a 
dilution  1  oz.  Verisheen  w/Germicide  per  gallon  of  water. 

*  *  *>> 
and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented 
that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  disinfect  floors,  walls,  furniture, 
and  all  other  surfaces  and  articles  implied  by  the  term  "etc." ;  whereas,  the 
product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  floors,  walls,  furniture,  or  all 
other  surfaces  or  articles  implied  by  the  term  "etc." 

The  Veritas  Company,  Inc.,  Medway.  Mass..  claimed  ownership  of  the  product 
and  requested  its  release  under  bond  for  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance 
64S142 — 62 2 
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with  the  act  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  October 
13,  1961,  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  the  product  was 
released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

360.  Misbranding  of  "RIVERDALE  BACK  RUBBER  SOLUTION."     U.S.  v.  1 

five-gallon  can,  more  or  less,  of  "RIVERDALE  BACK  RUBBER  SOLU- 
TION." Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture  and  destruction. 
(I.F.  &R.  No.  423.     I. D.  No.  39674.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "RIVERDALE  BACK  RUBBER  SOLU- 
TION," showed  that  it  contained  an  ingredient  not  named  in  the  ingredient 
statement  and  that  when  used  as  directed  or  in  accordance  with  commonly 
recognized  practice,  the  product  would  be  injurious  to  living  man  or  other 
vertebrate  animals. 

On  November  28,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Indiana,  South  Bend  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure 
for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  1  five-gallon  can,  more  or  less,  of  "RIVER- 
DALE BACK  RUBBER  SOLUTION,"  at  Rochester,  Ind.,  alleging  that  the 
product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or 
about  June  20,  1961,  by  the  Riverdale  Chemical  Company  from  Chicago  Heights. 
111.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labeling  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient 
statement  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  since  the  product  contained  an  active 
ingredient,  namely  aldrin,  which  was  not  set  forth  in  the  ingredient  statement 
on  the  labeling. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed  or  in  accordance  with 
commonly  recognized  practice,  would  be  injurious  to  living  man  or  other 
vertebrate  animals. 

On  December  29,  1961,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  destruction  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
destroy  the  product. 

361.  Lack  of  required  information  on  label  and  misbranding  of  "ME-HI  ELEC- 

TRONIC BUG  KILLER"  Units.  U.S.  v.  287,  more  or  less,  "ME-HI 
ELECTRONIC  BUG  KILLER"  Units.  Default  decree  of  condemnation, 
forfeiture  and  destruction.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  417.     I.D.  No.  39588.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "ME-HI  ELECTRONIC  BUG  KILLER"  Units, 
showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a 
statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers,  a  warning 
or  caution  statement,  nor  an  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act ;  and 
the  claims  made  on  the  labels  were  otherwise  false  and  misleading. 

On  November  8,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  287,  more  or  less,  "ME-HI  ELECTRONIC  BUG  KILLER"  Units,  at  Atlantic 
City,  N.J.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate,  on  or  about  August  29,  1961,  by  Me-Hi  Enterprise,  Inc.. 
from  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  section 
3  of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient, 
together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or, 
in  the  alternative,  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of  each  active 
ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients,  in  the  product. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  on  the  retail  cartons  did  not  bear  a  warning  or  cau- 
tion statement  which  is  necessary  and.  if  complied  with,  adequate  to  prevent  in- 
jury to  living  man  and  other  vertebrate  animals. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statements  : 
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(Retail  Carton) 


( Folder  Inside 
Retail  Carton) 
K         FLIES 


I  ROACHES 

L         MOTHS 

L         ANTS 

S         FLEAS 

SILVERFISH 
SPIDERS 
MOSQUITOS 
CRICKETS 
MOST  INSECTS 

ME-HI  BUG  KILLER: 


"ME-HI 

ELECTRONIC  BUG  KILLER 

ELECTRONICALLY  CONTROLLED 

CONVECTION  DRY  VAPORIZER 

ME-HI  ELECTRONIC 

BUG  KILLER 

SIRE  DEATH 

TO  EXPOSED 

PESTS  &  INSECTS 


Controls  insects  up  to  15000  cubic 
feet  with  normal  ventilation.  Is 
economical.  Uses  no  more  current 
than  an  electric  clock. 


ME-HI  BUG  KILLER: 


ME-HI  BUG  KILLER 


Is  clean  and  odorless.  It  will  not 
harm  Humans,  Pets,  Food,  or  Plants, 
and  is  safe  to  use,  when  used  as 
directed. 

Permeates  the  air  with  Lindane  in- 
secticide. Bugs  crawl  away  and  die. 
They  can't  escape  it. 
You  can't  see  it  or  taste  it.  Has 
no  effect  on  skin,  clothing  or  furni- 
ture. This  is  a  proven  product. 
Thousands  are  now  in  use. 


and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented 
that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  (1)  would  be  harmless  to  humans,  pets, 
and  food,  (2)  would  be  safe  under  all  conditions  of  use,  (3)  would  kill  roaches, 
moths,  ants,  fleas,  silverfish,  spiders,  crickets,  and  all  other  insects  implied  by 
the  term  "most  insects,"  and  (4)  would  cause  "sure  death"  to  all  exposed  pests 
and  insects  ;  whereas,  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  (1)  would  not  be  harm- 
less to  humans,  pets,  and  food,  (2)  would  not  be  safe  under  all  conditions  of  use, 
(3)  would  not  kill  roaches,  moths,  ants,  fleas,  silverfish,  spiders,  crickets,  or  all 
other  insects  implied  by  the  term  "most  insects,"  and  (4)  would  not  cause  "sure 
death"  to  all  exposed  pests  and  insects. 

On  December  27,  1961,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  United  States  Marshal 
destroy  the  product. 

362.  Lack  of  registration  of  "IMPROVED  'FLY  GONE'  FLY  AND  INSECT 
KILLER."  U.S.  v.  23  units,  more  or  less,  of  "IMPROVED  'FLY  GONE' 
FLY  AND  INSECT  KILLER."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  for- 
feiture and  destruction.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  398.     I.D.  No.  39.131.) 

The  product,  "IMPROVED  'FLY  GONE'  FLY  AND  INSECT  KILLER"  was 
not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  July  5,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  23  units,  more  or  less,  of  "IMPROVED  'FLY  GONE'  FLY  AND  INSECT 
KILLER."  at  New  York,  N.Y.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison 
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which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  December  12,  1960,  by  The 
Home  Mfg.  &  Sales  Co.,  from  Piqua,  Ohio,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  August  24,  19G1,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation, 
forfeiture  and  destruction  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  United  States 
Marshal  destroy  the  product. 

363.  Lack  of  registration  of  "MATTRESS  SPRAY  BED  FRESHENER."    U.S.  v. 

464  six-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  of  a  product  labeled  in  part 
"MATTRESS  SPRAY  BED  FRESHENER."  Default  decree  of  condem- 
nation, forfeiture  and  destruction.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  434.     I.D.  No.  41037.) 

The  product  "MATTRESS  SPRAY  BEL)  FRESHENER"  was  not  registered 
under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  February  26,  1962,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court,  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  464  six-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "MATTRESS  SPRAY  BED  FRESH- 
ENER," at  Boston,  Mass.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison 
which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  November  22,  1961,  by  O'Neill 
Brands,  Inc.,  from  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  under  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  April  2,  1962,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 

364.  Misbranding  of  "CLEAN  RAY  ULTRAVIOLET  STERILIZER  MODEL  GB- 

1-15A."  U.S.  v.  4  articles,  more  or  less,  labeled  in  part  "CLEAN  RAY 
ULTRAVIOLET  STERILIZER  MODEL  GB-1-15A."  Default  decree  of 
condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  403.  I.D.  No. 
40050.) 

The  article  "CLEAN  RAY  ULTRAVIOLET  STERILIZER  MODEL 
GB-1-15A"  was  recommended  to  sterilize  barber  and  beauty  shop  tools.  How- 
ever, when  tested,  the  article  was  found  to  be  ineffective  for  these  purposes. 

On  July  6,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Middle  District  of  Ten- 
nessee, Nashville  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation 
and  confiscation  of  4  articles,  more  or  less,  labeled  in  part  "CLEAN  RAY 
ULTRAVIOLET  STERILIZER  MODEL  GB-1-15A,"  at  Nashville,  Tenn.,  and 
alleging  that  the  article  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported 
interstate  on  or  about  April  3,  1961,  by  E.  Morris  Manufacturing  Company,  from 
Detroit,  Mich.,  in  violation  of  the  net. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  article  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statements: 

•INFRA 

CORP. 

CLARKSTON  MICHIGAN 

USA 

Clean  Ray  Ultraviolet 

STERILIZER 
CAUTION 
THIS  STERILIZER  IS  DESIGNED  FOR  USE  WITH  GERMI- 
CIDAL LAMPS  AND  MUST  BE  INSTALLED  IX  COMPLIANCE 
WITH  COMPETENT  TECHNICAL  DIRECTIONS  SO  THAT  THE 
USERS  EYES  AND  BARE  SKIN  WILL  NOT  BE  SUBJECT  TO 
INJURIOUS  RADIATION. 

Instructions  for  Installation  and  Operation 

of  your  new  Clean  Ray 
Model  GB-1   (8A  or  15A)   Sterilizer  Cabinet 
I .  How  to  Operate. 

a.  Attach  service  cord  to  110-115  volt  AC  current  only. 

b.  To  operate  switch  push  in  and  hold  momentarily  then  release.     To  turn 
off  push  again. 
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2.  Care  of  Tube. 

a.  The  expected  life  of  the  Germicidal  Tube  is  one  year.  It  is  normal  for 
the  tube  to  produce  blue  light  beyond  the  effective  life  of  germicidal 
radiations. 

b.  Cleanliness  is  an  important  factor  in  the  efficiency  of  this  unit.  The 
tube  must  be  kept  free  of  dust  and  grease  films.  Also  the  reflector  and 
tray  should  be  dusted  frequently  with  a  dry  cloth. 

c.  Adequate  sterilization  occurs  within  four  minutes  after  tools  are  ex- 
posed to  direct  rays  within  the  cabinet. 

FOR  YOUR  PROTECTION 

THE  TOOLS  USED  IN  THIS 

SHOP  ARE  STERILIZED  BY 

CLEAN  RAY  ULTRA  VIOLET 

INFRA  Corporation — Clarkston,  Michigan 

*     *     *>> 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented 
that  the  articles,  when  used  as  directed,  would  sterilize  barber  and  beauty 
shop  tools;  whereas,  the  articles,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  sterilize 
barber  and  beauty  shop  tools. 

On  January  5,  1962,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
destroy  the  articles. 

365.  Lack  of  registration,  lack  of  required  information,  and  misbranding  of 
"PARA  DICHLOROBENZENE."  U.S.  v.  1432  packages,  more  or  less,  of 
"PARA  DICHLOROBENZENE."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  for- 
feiture,  and  destruction.     (I.F.  &  R.  No.  421.     I.D.  No.  40972.) 

The  product  "PARA  DICHLOROBENZENE"  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  an  examination  of  the 
product  showed  that  the  label  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 
The  examination  further  showed  that  the  label  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  state- 
ment as  required  by  the  act  and  the  label  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product 
did  not  bear  a  statement  giving  the  name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer, 
registrant,  or  person  for  whom  the  product  was  manufactured. 

On  November  21,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Rhode 
Island,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  1432  packages,  more  or  less,  of  "PARA  DICHLOROBENZENE,"  at  Provi- 
dence, R.I.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate  on  or  about  September  7,  1961,  by  Blox  Chemical  Co.,  from 
Maiden,  Mass.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  act  in  that  the  label  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear 
a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  did  not  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
the  act  in  that  the  label  on  the  immediate  containers  did  not  bear  the  name  and 
address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant,  or  person  for  whom  manufactured,  or 
a  statement  of  the  name,  brand,  or  trademark  under  which  the  article  was  sold. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  label  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  in  the  alternative,  an  ingredient  state- 
ment giving  the  name  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each 
and  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  February  9,  1962,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  United  States 
Marshal  destroy  the  product. 
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366.  Lack  of  registration,  lack  of  required  information,  and  misbranding  of 

"HARI-KARI  LINDANE  VAPORIZING  UNITS"  and  lack  of  registration 
of  "NEODANE  PELLETS."  U.S.  v.  359,  more  or  less,  "HARI-KARI 
LINDANE  VAPORIZING  UNITS"  and  49  cartons,  more  or  less,  each 
containing  twelve  packages  of  "NEODANE  PELLETS."  Default  decree 
of  condemnation,  forfeiture  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  405.  I.D. 
Nos.  39367,39368.) 

The  products  "HARI-KARI  LINDANE  VAPORIZING  UNITS"  and  "NEO- 
DANE PELLETS"  were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide, 
and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  "HARI-KARI  LINDANE  VAPOR- 
IZING UNITS"  showed  that  the  label  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product 
did  not  bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  contents  or  an  ingredient 
statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  August  3,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Texas,  Dallas  Division,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation 
and  confiscation  of  359,  more  or  less,  "HARI-KARI  LINDANE  VAPORIZING 
UNITS"  and  49  cartons,  more  or  less,  each  containing  twelve  packages  of 
"NEODANE  PELLETS,"  at  Greenville,  Texas,  alleging  that  the  products  were 
economic  poisons  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  March  8 
and  June  1,  1961,  by  The  Neodane  Company,  from  Torrance,  Calif.,  in  violation 
of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  labels  on  the  retail  cartons  of  the  "HARI- 
KARI  LINDANE  VAPORIZING  UNITS"  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net 
weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  labels  on  the  retail  cartons  of  the  "HARI- 
KARI  LINDANE  VAPORIZING  UNITS"  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  their  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  units,  or,  in  the  alternative,  an  ingredient 
statement  giving  the  name  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  he  name 
of  each  and  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  units. 

On  October  4,  1961,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  United 
States  Marshal  destroy  the  products. 

367.  Lack  of  registration  of  "MILDARE  PXY  75N."    U.S.  v.  one  drum  contain- 

ing 400  pounds,  more  or  less,  of  "MILDARE  PXY  75N."  Default  decree 
of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  424.  I.D. 
No.  40994.) 

The  product,  "MILDARE  PXY  75N,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  December  14,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  one  drum  containing  400  pounds,  more  or  less,  of  "MILDARE  PXY  75N,"  at 
Amesbury,  Mass.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had 
been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  September  22,  1961,  by  Metro-Atlantic, 
Incorporated,  from  Centredale,  R.I.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  February  12,  1962,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
destroy  the  product. 
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368.  Lack  of  registration  of  "EGG  CLEANER-SANITIZER,"  "D&L  UDDER 

WASH,"  and  "C50  RINSE."  U.S.  v.  155  three-pound  containers  and  three 
one-hundred-pound  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "EGG  CLEANER- 
SANITIZER,"  35  one-quart  containers  and  80  one-gallon  containers, 
more  or  less,  of  "D&L  UDDER  WASH,"  and  23  one-quart  containers 
and  80  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "C50  RINSE."  Consent 
decree  of  condemnation  and  release  of  products  for  purpose  of  bringing 
them  into  compliance  with  the  act.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  350.  I.D.  Nos.  35857, 
35858,  35859.) 

The  products,  "EGG  CLEANER-SANITIZER,"  "D&L  UDDER  WASH,"  and 
"C50  RINSE"  were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act. 

On  April  15,  1960,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Wisconsin,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  155  three-pound  containers  and  three  one-hundred-pound  containers, 
more  or  less,  of  "EGG  CLEANER-SANITIZER,"  35  one-quart  containers  and 
80  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "D&L  UDDER  WASH,"  and  23  one- 
quart  containers  and  80  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "C50  RINSE" 
at  LaCrosse,  Wis.,  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  which  had 
been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  January  13, 1960,  by  Kem-Stone  Products 
Company,  from  Chicago,  111.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

Del  Atkinson  d/b/a  D&L  Products,  LaCrosse,  Wis.,  claimed  ownership  of  the 
products  and  requested  their  release  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  them  into 
compliance  with  the  act  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree. 
On  April  25,  1962,  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was 
ordered  that  the  condemned  products  be  released  to  the  claimant. 

369.  Lack  of  registration  of  "SANI-CAL  QUATERNARY  AMMONIUM  CON- 

CENTRATED GERMICIDE."  U.S.  v.  23  one-gallon  containers,  more  or 
less,  of  "SANI-CAL  QUATERNARY  AMMONIUM  CONCENTRATED 
GERMICIDE."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruc- 
tion.    (I.F.  &  R.  No.  431.    I.D.  No.  40476.) 

The  product,  "SANI-CAL  QUATERNARY  AMMONIUM  CONCENTRATED 
GERMICIDE,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act. 

On  February  27,  1962,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  Florida,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  23  one-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "SANI-CAL  QUATER- 
NARY AMMONIUM  CONCENTRATED  GERMICIDE,"  at  Jacksonville,  Fla., 
alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported 
interstate,  on  or  about  September  28,  1961,  by  The  Dettelbach  Co.,  Inc.,  from 
Atlanta,  Ga.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  March  28,  1962,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
destroy  the  product. 

370.  Misbranding  of  "HH  10%  CHLORDANE  DUST."     U.S.  v.  103  one-pound 

containers,  more  or  less,  of  "HH  10%  CHLORDANE  DUST."  Default 
decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture  and  product  ordered  to  be  destroyed 
or  given  to  a  charitable  institution.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  422.  I.D.  Nos.  40980, 
40991.) 

The  label  of  the  product  "HH  10%  CHLORDANE  DUST"  claimed  the  net 
contents  as  one  pound.  However,  upon  examination,  the  net  content  was  found 
to  be  13.16  ounces. 

On  February  1,  1962,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachu- 
setts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  103  one-pound  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "HH  10%  CHLORDANE  DUST," 
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at  "West  Concord,  Mass.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison 
which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  June  6,  1961,  and  August  2, 
1961,  by  the  Hubbard-Hall  Chemical  Company,  from  Portland,  Conn.,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  its  labels  bore  the  statement : 

"HH 

10% 

Chlordane 

dust 

Controls  Japanese  Beetle  Grubs,  Ants, 

Cutworms,  Chinchbugs  &  Wireworms 

•  •  • 
DIRECTIONS   FOR   USE 

Lawns 

•  •  • 
Garden  Soils 

•  •  • 

THE  HUBBARD  HALL 

CHEMICAL  CO. 
Waterbury,  Connecticut 

•  •   • 
Net  Contents 
ONE  POUND 

This  can  contains  one  pound  net 
of  material  as  indicated.    Con- 
siderable settling  may  have 
occurred  due  to  shipping  and 
handling. 

•  *     *" 

and  such  statement  was  false  or  misleading  since  it  represented  that  the  net 
weight  of  the  product  was  one  pound,  whereas  the  net  weight  of  the  product 
was  less  than  one  pound. 

On  March  29,  1962,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  product  was  ordered  to  be  destroyed  or 
given  to  a  charitable  institution. 

371.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  label  and  misbranding  of 
"STERI-TIZED  301."  U.S.  v.  99  bottles,  more  or  less,  each  containing 
approximately  two  ounces,  of  "STERI-TIZED  301."  Default  decree  of 
condemnation,  forfeiture  and  destruction.  (I.F.  &  R.  No.  387.  I.D.  No. 
39411.) 

The  product,  "STERI-TIZED  301"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act ;  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers 
of  the  product  did  not  bear  the  name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  regis- 
trant, or  person  for  whom  the  product  was  manufactured ;  the  labels  did  not  bear 
a  statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers ;  and  the 
labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  March  23,  1961,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  99 
bottles,  more  or  less,  each  containing  approximately  two  ounces,  of  "STERI- 
TIZED  301,"  at  Union,  N.J.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison 
which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  February  9,  1961,  by  Griffin 
Chemical  Company,  from  Peekskill,  N.Y.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  section 
3  of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
bear  a  statement  giving  the  name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant,  or 
person  for  whom  the  product  was  manufactured. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  section  3  of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product 
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did  not  bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the 
containers. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  state- 
ment giving  the  name  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each 
and  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

On  January  29,  19€»2,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 
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